
CTSA Program Steering Committee (SC) Meeting

Agenda 
7:30 ς8:00 Registration
8:00 ς8:45 Common Metrics Update Moderated by Martin Zand 

Objective:  Status overview of the Common Metrics Initiative

8:45 ς9:45 Domain Task Force Discussion Moderated by Erica Rosemond
Objective:  Discussion of how the DTF structure can be optimized to address 
important areas of translational science within the 5 strategic goals of the CTSA 
Program. 

9:45 ς10:00 Break

10:00 ς11:30 2013 IOM Report and 2014 NCATS Council Working Group Report 
Retrospectives and Moving Forward

10:00 ς10:20 Review of the Reports and Reflections on Christopher Austin
Accomplishments and Current (Ir)Relevance

10:20 ς10:25 ModPodReflections Barry Coller
10:25 ς10:30 BoulwarePod Reflections Ebony Boulware
10:30 ς11:30 Open Discussion:  How can the CTSA Program 

consortium best address critical issues in clinical
and translational research?

11:30 ς11:45 Wrap-Up/Prepare for Steering Committee Report Out All
at the CTSA Program Meeting [1:30 ς2:00]

11:45 Adjourn

11:45 ς12:00 Move to the Thurgood Marshall Ballroom; Grab lunch on your own
12:00 CTSA Program Meeting Registration opens
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Defining Success

The Network
The CTSA Program is: 

ÅThe preferred network for federally funded clinical trials 

ÅA source for new translational workforce members

ÅA catalyst for expanding partnerships

The Common Metrics Initiative
Commons Metrics are:

ÅSeamlessly integrated into hub functions

ÅManaged/owned by the consortium

ÅValued by the hubs & NCATS

3



CLIC Goals for the CTSA CMI 2.0

Increase sustained 

engagement of individual hubs 

in the CMI

Effectively engage 

consortium in CMI

Optimize 

the CMI 

processes

Grow the 

CMI to new 

metrics

Routinely 

disseminat

e and 

discuss 

data and 

findings

Identify 

Consortium 

needs and 

show value 

of metrics 

Longer 

Term

Nearer 

Term
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The 7 Stages of Metrics

Stage 1:  ñWe donôt need no stinking metricsé.ò

Stage 2:  ñThese arenôt the right metrics.ò

Stage 3:  ñOK, right metrics but the numbers are wrong.ò

Stage 4:  ñRight numbers, but we are different!ò

Stage 5:  òThere is nothing we can do about it.ò

Stage 6:  ñWhat can we do to improve?ò

Stage 7:  ñWhat is everyone else doing?ò
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Adapted, with thanks, from NivineMegahed, Ph.D.
President ςNational Louis University



Improve translational barriers

Measure our effectiveness

Define the bar for accelerating positive change

Demonstrate ROI for funders

Discussion Point:

What do we want the CMI to achieve?



Limitations of Current Data 

ÅNo primary data

ÅOften only a single, final calculation

ÅHubs could change names of categories

ÅData is not ñlockedò in Clear Impact Scorecard

ÅNo linkages to external data sources
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IRB Duration Metric

Median number of calendar days 

from IRB submission to IRB approval

ÅDfinal = date IRB protocol approved 

with no remaining contingencies or stipulations

ÅDReceipt = date the IRB office initially received application     

for review in office or inbox
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Duration = Dfinal -

DReceipt



CM 2016:  IRB Duration Metric (n=59 
hubs)

Univariate Visualizations

ÅUseful for ñQuick Lookò

ÅCan be used to see 

where you are

ÅKnowing the distribution 

density useful to see how 

we, the CTSA 

Consortium, are doing

ÅDo not account for 

individual Hub differences



The problem with only one valueé
SIMULATED DATA

Study IRB Duration



Database for storage

Collect more data in a way that makes it easier for the hubs?

Do we continue with Clear Impact?

Discussion Points:

Do we have the data we need?

Is it in the form we need it in?
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Number of Clinical Trials as Lead Center

(clinicaltrials.gov)

CM 2016:  IRB Duration Metric (n=59 hubs)

Bivariate Visualizations

Å Useful to account for 

hub differences

Å Allows more complex 

assessment of the 

data



Multivariate risk adjustment?

What might be the relevant data?

Gather public data and hub provided data?

Discussion Point:

How to adjust for differences among hubs?



CM 2016: Pilot Metric
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Research projects that 

expended  hub pilot 

funding since 2012 (n = 

59 Hubs) 



CM 2016: Pilot Metric
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p = 0.04465

r  = 0.3276

Image from AAAS



CM 2016: Pilot Metric
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p = 0.0001

r  = 0.7974



Database for storage

Collect more data in a way that makes it easier for the hubs?

Do we continue with Clear Impact?

Discussion Point:

How to adjust for differences among hubs?



CM 2016: Overview of TL1 Metrics (n=46) 
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CM 2016: Underrepresented Persons ïTL1
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p = 0.0410

r  = 0.3025



CM 2016: Women ïTL1
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p = 0.2697

r  = 0.1662



CM 2016: Overview of KL2 Metrics
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